This paper explores how the personality characteristics of individuals affect the answers
psychological concepts related to self-presentation: the Self-Monitoring scale (Snyder, 1987) and the Impression Management scale (Paulhus, 1991) . These batteries-which have proven to be powerful predictors of socially desirable responding in experimental work-had never before been included in a nationalsample survey. Such scales may allow political scientists to explore more directly the social factors at work in the survey interview.
I first discuss the importance of attending to self presentation in social surveys, drawing on work in social psychology. I next describe the self monitoring and impression management scales. I then analyze the two self presentation scales to see if they are appropriate for use in surveys and ascertain how the answers respondents give to the survey questions vary as a function of their self presentation personality characteristics. I conclude by suggesting how the self presentation measures can be used to better understand the effects of social dynamics in the survey interview on respondents' answers to opinion questions about sensitive topics.
Putting the "Social" in Survey Research
Since the early days of survey interviewing, researchers have recognized that the survey interview can be seen as a form of social interaction between two individuals-the interviewer and the respondent. It is clear that the environment of the survey setting may have potentially significant effects on the nature of the opinions that individuals express when voicing their political views (see, e.g., Sudman, Bradburn, & Schwarz, 1996) . 2 However, the methodological and substantive implications of the social dynamics at work in the survey interview have only recently been recognized. If surveys are used as measures of the public will, then failure to account for the social consequences of the survey interview will distort the political information that they transmit. For example, some respondents could feel uncomfortable discussing certain "sensitive" topics such as racial issues and, as a result, may give 644 Berinsky characteristics of the sample are as follows: mean age 43; 10% black, 57% female, 33% have at least a college education; 26% identify themselves as Republican, 32% as Democrat, and 35% as independent; 25% say they are conservative, 15% liberal, 50% moderate, and 7% no ideological leaning. The properties of the sample are similar to those of recent waves of the NES, although the incidence of moderates is somewhat higher in my sample than in the NES. 2 This attention to the social interactions in the survey interview differs in focus from the conception of the survey response advanced by Zaller and Feldman (1992) . Zaller and Feldman acknowledged that cues in the social environment-such as the race of the interviewer-could affect the survey response, but only insofar as people might pick up "cues" from that environment. Specifically, people might be cued by the immediate social context-either consciously or subconsciously-to give greater weight to particular considerations when they are unsure of their opinion. Zaller and Feldman specifically wrote that social desirability-"where people consciously misreport attitudes in order to avoid embarrassment"-is at odds with their interpretation of the survey response.
answers that are somewhat less than forthright. In the aggregate, such behavior could lead to polling results that misrepresent underlying public sentiment. If elites use polls to serve as a barometer of the public's wishes on sensitive policy controversies, such misrepresentation might have consequences for policy formation and implementation. Citizens who subvert their underlying interest to social concerns in the low-benefit environment of the survey may respond differently when their interests are directly threatened in the political world, where the costs and benefits of action and inaction may be higher. Under such circumstances, individuals may act in ways that we could not predict with opinion polls (see Berinsky, 1999) . It is therefore important to recognize and account for the social processes of the survey interview on public opinion polls. Some work in political science has been conducted on the social nature of the survey response (see, e.g., Krysan, 1998 ). But understanding individual-level heterogeneity in such behavior is critically important. Not all people are equally concerned with how they are viewed by others; individuals almost certainly vary in the degree to which they regulate their public behavior. It is important, then, to measure individual sensitivity to social context and gauge the effect of such sensitivity on responses to politically charged questions.
There is a large untapped literature in psychology that seeks to measure the personality characteristics that lead to preference misrepresentation. Although a number of scales have been developed by psychologists to measure tendencies toward socially desirable responding, two scales that measure individuals' sensitivity to social presentation concerns have achieved great prominence in psychology: the Impression Management (IM) scale developed by Paulhus (1991) , and the Self-Monitoring scale (SM) created by Snyder and his colleagues (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) .
3 These scales are distinct constructs, but they are intended to measure a common concept-the tendency to regulate self-presentation in social settings so as to present oneself in the most positive light.
These scales are potentially very useful for measuring and accounting for the effects of socially desirable responding on sensitive political topics. There is reason to believe that people's reports of their political views might be affected by their desire to present a good public impression. For example, some scholars of racial politics are concerned that white Americans might not always make truthful statements about racial policies (see, e.g., Berinsky, 1999; Krysan, 1998; Kuklinski & Cobb, 1998; Kuklinski, Cobb, & Gilens, 1997; Reeves, 1997) . Controlling for the presentational component of responses to racial policy questions (and other sensitive political topics) might allow researchers to account for interindividual differences in socially desirable responding and better measure the underlying preferences of all individuals.
Impression Management Scale
The IM scale is intended to directly measure an individual's tendency toward self-presentation to an external audience. The measurement strategy behind this scale is simple; the items in the scale were developed on the assumption that some respondents systematically overreport their conformity to a variety of socially desirable behaviors while underreporting undesirable behaviors. For example, respondents who are attuned to impression management may report that they "never swear" while denying that they "sometimes tell lies if they have to."
The IM scale consists of 20 balanced items stated as propositions (see Paulhus, 1991 , for a full list of these items). Respondents are asked to rate their agreement with each of these statements on a 7-point scale ranging from "not true" to "very true." A respondent is given 1 point for each extreme response given ("very true" or "very false" depending on the keying of the item). This strategy ensures that only respondents who give exaggerated desirable responses attain high scores. A respondent's IM score can range from 0 to 20. Although the IM scale has not been asked in a large-scale survey setting, analyses using college students have found that the scale shows good variation and is internally consistent (Paulhus, 1991) .
A number of studies have attempted to validate the IM scale by testing whether it varies with demand for socially desirable responses. For example, one would expect individuals to exhibit higher levels of socially desirable responding when they are informed that others will hear or see their responses to socially sensitive questions. Although the empirical performance of the IM scale is somewhat mixed (Abildgaard, 1999; Booth-Kewley, Edwards, & Rosenfeld, 1992; Dwight & Feigelson, 2000; Lautenschlager & Flaherty, 1990; Lindeman & Verkasalo, 1995; Paulhus, 1984; Richman, Kiesler, Weisband, & Drasgow, 1999; Roth, Snyder, & Pace, 1986; Stokes, Hogan, & Snell, 1993) , the scale does seem-on balance-to reliably measure individual variance in tendency to seek social approval.
Self-Monitoring Scale
The SM scale, developed by Snyder and his colleagues, has a long pedigree in the social psychology literature. Snyder (1974) hypothesized that people differ systematically in the extent to which they observe and control their expressive behavior and presentation. According to Snyder, individuals who score high on the SM scale carefully regulate their self-presentation with regard to social norms and contexts, and thus are highly responsive to social and interpersonal cues. Snyder argued that low self-monitors lack either the ability or the motivation to so regulate their expressive behavior. Social cues should tend to guide the selfpresentation of high self-monitors, whereas internal cues should guide low selfmonitors. To measure this tendency, Snyder constructed a scale that included items such as "I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people" and "I can only argue for ideas which I already believe." This scale consists of 25 items (Snyder, 1974) or 18 items (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) asked in a balanced true/false format. Respondents are given a point for each "true" or "false" response, depending on the keying of the items. As with the IM scale, the SM scale is internally reliable and shows good variation.
Much research in psychology has tested predictions about the attitudes and behaviors of high and low self-monitors. Gangestad and Snyder (2000) reported more than 200 empirical journal articles published in the preceding 20 years alone. Although controversy exists regarding what exactly the SM scale measures (see Briggs & Cheek, 1988; Gangestad & Snyder, 2000) , it appears to tap general selfpresentation concerns. Some research finds that high self-monitors respond more to situational contingencies and are more likely to make situational attributions (Snyder & Monson, 1975) . Studies suggest that high self-monitors find images or physical attractiveness more important, appealing, and persuasive, whereas low self-monitors place more importance on substance (Glick, DeMorest, & Hotze, 1988; Joslyn, 1996; Petty & Wegener, 1998) . High self-monitors are more facile speakers (Dabbs, Evans, Hopper, & Purvis, 1980) and are more likely to deceive to get a date (Rowatt, Cunningham, & Druen, 1998) . Some research suggested that attitudes predict behavior more among low self-monitors than among high self-monitors (Kraus, 1995) . However, other research finds only that intentions predict behavior more accurately among low self-monitors relative to high selfmonitors (Ajzen, Timko, & White, 1982; Kraus, 1995) . 4 Given the potential importance of the SM measure, it is surprising that the SM scale is almost entirely absent from the political science literature (but see Terkildsen, 1993 ). 
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Adapting the Scales
Although the IM and SM scales are the most promising measures of interpersonal differences in sensitivity to social situations, they are not appropriate for direct use in attitude surveys. First, the scales are too long for inclusion in a normal survey. The IM scale (Paulhus, 1991) consists of 20 items; the revised SM scale (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) contains 18 items. These scales may be appropriate for laboratory experiments, but they are too long and unwieldy for survey research purposes. For my survey, I chose six items from each scale for inclusion. For the SM scale, I created a balanced scale using the items with the highest factor loadings (see Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) . Although I did not have such guidance concerning the suitability of the IM scale, to choose the six items I used a study published by Kroner and Weekes (1996) that contained a factor analysis of the different questions. This strategy is based on Paulhus' argument that the items are largely interchangeable (D. L. Paulhus, personal communication, March 2000) .
Second, the response formats used in the face-to-face administration of the scales are not necessarily appropriate for telephone surveys. In particular, the 7-point scales used in the IM items are unwieldy for phone use. Instead, I used a 4-point Likert scale (strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree). I did, however, preserve Paulhus' extreme response scoring strategy. Respondents were given a high IM score on a given item only if they chose the most extreme response category-"strongly agree" for positively keyed items and "strongly disagree" for negatively keyed items. For the SM scale, I used the same response scale as the IM items.
6 Specifically, I modified the item response categories from a true/false dichotomy to a 4-point Likert scale in an effort to obtain more detailed information concerning respondents' reactions to the SM statements. In the analyses that follow, I used a continuous measure of SM, created by averaging the responses to individual items. However, to maintain Snyder's practice of dividing respondents into groups of high and low self-monitors, I also created a dichotomous measure by splitting my continuous SM measure at the median. As discussed below, the dichotomous measure performed somewhat better than the continuous measure in certain circumstances.
Finally, pretesting of the scales revealed that some items were confusing to respondents. I therefore slightly modified the wording of some of the items to make them readily intelligible to the general population. The exact wording of the final items is presented in Appendix A.
Item Validity Analysis
Although the goal of the survey was to examine whether the IM and SD scales could predict socially desirable responding tendencies on political items, it was first necessary to determine whether the scale items could be adapted to a survey setting. I began my analysis by determining whether the six items in each scale showed sufficient variation. The responses to the questions were not evenly distributed across the response categories, but there was good variance within each of the items (see Appendix B). I next sought to assess how well the items tapped a single underlying dimension. Although the six IM items demonstrated fair to moderate correlation, the first SM item did not correlate as expected with the other items in the scale.
7 This item was therefore dropped from the analysis. I then computed the interitem covariance for all pairs of variables in the scale and determined the Cronbach's a statistic for the scale formed from the items. 8 The performance of the scales was somewhat mixed. Neither of the scale reliabilities was particularly high, although the reliability of the SM scale was higher than that of the IM scale (SM a = .65, IM a = .60). The performance of the scales, while not outstanding, compares favorably to that of scales commonly used in political science research, such as the National Election Studies (NES) egalitarian scale. I therefore created simple additive scales from the respective scale items (scaled from 0 to 1, where 1 is the maximum score on the scale).
9 I then correlated these scales to see how close the IM and SM concepts were empirically. It appears that the two scales did not track the same concept; in fact, they were negatively correlated at a statistically and substantively significant level (r = -0.30, p < .001).
10
This result is admittedly surprising; although the IM and SM scales are distinct constructs, they are intended to measure similar concepts. Still, the curious pattern of relations found here is not without precedent: Analyses by Paulhus have suggested that impression management negatively correlates at moderate levels with elements of the SM scale.
11 Nonetheless, this negative correlation suggests that further exploration of these scales is needed (see below).
I next examined how the scales related to a series of political and demographic criterion variables; the coding of these variables is described in
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Appendix C. 12 The results of these multivariate regressions are presented in Table  1 . The demographic variables do a fair job of predicting levels of IM and SM. However-and perhaps not surprising given the negative correlation between the two scales-the variables tend to predict in opposite directions. Female respondents score higher on the IM scale but lower on the SM scale. The same is true of older respondents. These relationships are quite interesting because the use of college students to evaluate the SM and IM scales has prevented an examination of the degree of association between age and these scales (Sears, 1986) . In addition, religious faith is an extremely strong predictor of IM levels [this finding is consistent with the work of Gillings & Joseph (1996) ]. The political variables, by contrast, do not predict levels of SM. Republicans are, however, higher on the IM scale. These analyses point to the importance of controlling for the demographic characteristics of respondents when using the scales. In addition, they point to a possible conservative tendency of the IM scale (see below).
Predictors of Survey Responses
Although examining the properties of the IM and SM scales is certainly an important first step, I am more interested in how the personality characteristics measured by the scales affect the answers individuals give to survey questions concerning sensitive topics. I therefore used the scale to predict attitudes in three specific issue areas where we might expect socially desirable responding: racial issues, spending on popular social programs, and feelings toward homosexuals. Racial issues, as we know, are an area where socially desirable responding often occurs. In addition, surveys measuring support for spending on the environment and schools often report response marginals that favor greatly increased spending. Perhaps these high marginals are in part the result of respondents' desire to project a favorable image. Finally, as an emerging area of controversy, attitudes concerning tolerance of homosexuality pose a promising area to explore socially desirable responding. Certainly, the socially desirable response to questions regarding homosexuality is contextually dependent. But on a national survey, my expectation was that-on average-those respondents who were concerned about presenting themselves in a positive light would give more tolerant responses than those who did not attend to social presentation concerns.
13
In the area of race, I predicted attitudes concerning spending on minorities, attitudes toward affirmative action, the difference between feeling thermometer ratings of blacks and whites, and one of the items in the commonly used Racial Resentment scale (Kinder & Sanders, 1996) .
14 In the area of spending programs, I measured attitudes concerning spending on schools and the environment-both programs that receive great support on national surveys. Finally, in the realm of attitudes concerning the place of homosexuals in society, I measured support for gay marriage, homosexual teachers, and hypothetical homosexual candidates. These questions were adapted from academic surveys such as the NES, and the specific wordings of the items are available from the author upon request. In all cases, I expected that respondents who scored high on both the SM and IM scales would engage in socially desirable responding by providing more "liberal" responses. That is, I expected that they would support gay rights and higher spending and would be more racially tolerant.
In the regressions, I included both the IM and SM variables together. The results did not change appreciably if I included only one measure at a time.
15 I also controlled for the social and political variables listed in Table 1 . I present the results of the analyses in Tables 2 to 4.   16 The results in the realm of social spending are clear. In both cases, the IM and SM scales have no statistically significant effect on respondent attitudes. In
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13 By controlling for the demographic and political characteristics of individuals, the SM and IM variables allow us to compare individuals who are otherwise identical. Thus, in effect, the use of multivariate regression allows us to control for differences between individuals that are not related to their IM and SM scores. The coefficient on the two psychological scales therefore reflects the average effect of those characteristics. 14 The analyses presented in Table 2 include both blacks and whites. Although scholars disagree about the wisdom of pooling whites and blacks in analyses of racial policies, I believed that these groups would both be under social pressure to give racially liberal responses. However, for those who disagree with this strategy, it should be noted that the tenor of the results does not change appreciably if only white respondents are included in the analysis. 15 These results are available from the author upon request. 16 I used linear regression for all the dependent variables for ease of interpretation. The substantive results do not change when I replicate the results with probit and ordered probit. the realm of race, the picture is somewhat more complicated. The IM variable fails to have the expected effect for any of the items. For the feeling thermometer difference and the racial resentment item, the SM scale has a coefficient in the correct direction, although with a large standard error. Substituting the dichotomous SM measure-where respondents were split into high and low selfmonitors at the median-changed the statistical significance of the coefficients, although the substantive effect of SM remained approximately the same. In both the feeling thermometer and racial resentment analysis, the dichotomous SM variable achieved conventional levels of statistical significance. Specifically, for the feeling thermometer analysis, the coefficient on SM is 3.80 with a SE of 1.98; for racial resentment, the coefficient is 0.07 with a SE of 0.04. 17 These results suggest that the SM scale has some promise in accounting for socially desirable responding in the realm of questions concerning race. Finally, the questions relating to opinion in the realm of homosexuality demonstrate some interesting results. In each of the three regressions, the IM scale is a highly significant predictor of intolerance toward homosexuals. Self-monitoring, on the other hand, is a significant determinant of expressed tolerance toward homosexuals. The empirical results concerning attitudes toward homosexuals present a bit of a puzzle. The effect of the SM scale is in the expected direction. Respondents who are more attuned to the image they project are more likely to express tolerant attitudes toward homosexuals when their demographic and political characteristics are controlled for. However, the IM results suggest that respondents who wish to project a favorable impression are more likely to express intolerant attitudes. This result may be a product of the adaptation of the IM scale to a political setting. The items in the IM scale may measure socially desirable responding among the college student population for which they were designed. But such items are more problematic when they are used in the wider setting of a national survey. Consider, for example, the IM items "I do not swear or curse" and "I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget." Highly religious individuals might score high on these items not because they are trying to foster a favorable impression of themselves, but because they follow strict religious dictates in their personal behavior. Thus, the IM scale may be contaminated by personal religious beliefs in a way that was not apparent when it was used on college students.
The analyses in Table 1 provide some support for this hypothesis. Highly religious individuals and Republicans are likely to score high on the IM scale. Perhaps, then, the IM scale is picking up on the underlying moral traditionalism of respondents. The inclusion of the religious faith and Republican control variables in the multivariate analysis may capture some of this traditionalist sentiment but does not appear to capture all of the effect. Further analysis needs to be done to confirm this tendency, but this explanation is certainly plausible and calls into question the utility of the IM scale in explicitly political settings.
Conclusion
The IM and SM scales I tested in the survey have differing effects. In the realm of social spending, the scales have no effect on opinion. On the racial question, the SM scale-when used in the dichotomous format-has the predicted effect in two of the four questions; the high self-monitors are more likely to give racially liberal responses. The magnitudes of these effects are large. The effect on the racial resentment item of moving from a low self-monitor to a high selfmonitor is about one-third the effect of being black. In the realm of attitudes toward homosexuals, the scales have a large effect on the opinion of respondents. But here, the IM scale predicts opinion in the wrong direction. I suspect that this performance is due to the scale's relationship to moral traditionalism, as assessed from the content of the items in the IM scale. Such a result calls into question the notion that the IM scale is a purely non-political scale; its apparent correlation with moral traditionalism may make it inappropriate for use in political science settings. Of course, this conclusion is speculative, and further work needs to be done to explore this hypothesis. The SM scale, on the other hand, works as expected by predicting higher levels of expressed tolerance toward homosexuals. Given the lack of significant relationships with religiosity or political leanings, it is unlikely that this effect is due to the incidental measurement of an underlying morality dimension. Again, further work needs to be done to explore this issue, but the SM scale appears to be the more promising of the scales, on both theoretical and empirical grounds.
The underlying message of this research note, therefore, is clear. Adapting psychological measures-such as the IM and SM scales-is a potentially important step in the study of the social forces at work in the survey interview and should be the subject of more work among political scientists. The analyses presented here indicate that relatively short forms of the self-presentation scales have acceptable psychometric properties. But future research in this field should address a number of issues. Clearly, more work is needed to examine the negative relationship of the IM and SM scales, even though the SM seems the more promising of the scales. Furthermore, exploration of the effects of individual propensities to engage in self-presentation protecting behavior should be conducted in other socially sensitive issue areas. Finally, the use of scales that measure socially desirable responding requires paying close attention to political concerns, as evidenced by the effect of the IM scale on attitudes toward homosexuals. Future studies should therefore address the relationship of these psychological scales with existing measures of political values. 19 It could be that seemingly apolitical scales are tainted by political concerns. Hopefully this work will stimulate additional research on this important topic in political psychology.
APPENDIX A: Question Wording
Self-Monitoring Items
Next, I am going to read you a series of statements. Please tell me how well they each apply to you. For each statement, tell me if you strongly agree with it, somewhat agree with it, somewhat disagree with it or strongly disagree with it. SM1: I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations. SM2: I put on a show to impress or entertain others. SM3: I would probably make a good actor. SM4: In a group of people, I am rarely the center of attention. SM5: I have considered being an entertainer. SM6: At a party, I let others keep the jokes and stories going.
Impression Management Items
Next, I am going to read you a series of statements. Please tell me how well they each apply to you. For each statement, tell me if you strongly agree with it, somewhat agree with it, somewhat disagree with it or strongly disagree with it.
IM1: I sometimes tell lies if I have to. IM2: I never cover up my mistakes. IM3: There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. IM4: I do not swear or curse. IM5: I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. IM6: I obey laws, even if I'm unlikely to get caught.
Note. The items in the scales were randomized within each block during survey administration. Note. Cells are column percentages.
APPENDIX B: Item Marginals
Self-Monitoring Items
